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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
ZACHARY ADDISON NAVRATIL,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 45251
ADA COUNTY NO. CR-FE-2015-12816

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
The district court executed Zachary Navratil’s underlying sentence after he admitted to
violating his probation by committing a new felony and not paying all required costs, fines, and
fees. He contends that the district court abused its discretion by executing his sentence without
also retaining jurisdiction.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
In October 2015, Mr. Navratil pled guilty to burglary for stealing a pair of headphones
from Kohl’s and then returning them the next day, after which the court sentenced him to seven
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years, with three years fixed, and retained jurisdiction.

(R., pp.32–38, 42–45; PSI, p.4.)

Mr. Navratil did well during his period of retained jurisdiction, and so the court placed him on
probation in May 2016. (R., pp.50–55; PSI, p.97.)
In February 2017, the State alleged that Mr. Navratil violated his probation by
committing a burglary and petty theft, leaving the district without permission, and not paying his
costs of supervision, fines, and fees. (R., pp.57, 61, 71–75.) Mr. Navratil later admitted to
committing burglary and not paying all required costs, fines, and fees. (Tr., p.5, L.15–p.6, L.12.)
At the disposition hearing, the State recommended that the court execute Mr. Navratil’s
underlying sentence. (Tr., p.12, Ls.14–17.) Defense counsel explained that Mr. Navratil’s
crimes are related to his substance abuse—he suffered a knee injury years ago, got prescription
pain medication, and slowly fell into addiction. (Tr., p.15, Ls.1–5.) She therefore asked that the
court retain jurisdiction so that he could participate in more treatment and get his life back on
track. (Tr., p.15, L.13–p.16, L.1.) The district court imposed Mr. Navratil’s underlying sentence
without retaining jurisdiction, explaining only that “a rider is a precious resource, and I’m not
going to use it on you.” (Tr., p.17, Ls.13–14; R., pp.86–88.) Mr. Navratil timely appealed.
(R., pp.95–96.)
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion by executing Mr. Navratil’s underlying sentencing
without also retaining jurisdiction?

ARGUMENT
Whether willfully violating a condition of probation justifies revoking a defendant’s
probation “is a question addressed to the judge’s sound discretion.” State v. Adams, 115 Idaho
1053, 1054 (Ct. App. 1989). However, “a judge cannot revoke probation arbitrarily.” Id. at
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1055. It may revoke probation “if the judge reasonably concludes from the defendant’s conduct
that probation is not achieving its rehabilitative purpose.” Id. Further, I.C. § 19–2601(4) gives
the district court the discretion to revoke a defendant’s probation and retain jurisdiction so that
he can participate in treatment.
The appellate court “defers to the trial court’s decision” unless it abused its discretion.
Id. This Court must consider the entire record, including the defendant’s conduct before and
during probation, State v. Chapman, 111 Idaho 149, 153–54 (1986), and must take into
consideration the four goals of sentencing: the protection of society, deterrence, rehabilitation,
and retribution, State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5–6 (2010).
Mr. Navratil acknowledges that he did not deserve a second chance at probation, see
Adams, 115 Idaho at 1055, but also contends that executing his sentence was not necessary to
further the goals of sentencing, see Pierce, 150 Idaho at 5–6. Rather, he argues that the district
abused its discretion by not retaining jurisdiction so that he could get his addiction under control
and earn another chance at probation.
Mr. Navratil had a good upbringing and stable home life. (PSI, p.72.) But at the age of
eighteen, he broke his leg, was prescribed opioids, and his addiction began to take hold. (PSI,
pp.15, 75.) He started using heroin at age twenty, and by the time of his sentencing in this case
at age twenty-nine, he had been diagnosed with opioid dependence. (PSI, pp.15, 20.) Despite
his addiction, Mr. Navratil earned his associates degree in business management at Treasure
Valley Community College and he still has a very close relationship with his parents, who are
supportive and refuse to give up on Mr. Navratil’s struggle to beat his addiction. (PSI, pp.71,
73.)
Given this backdrop, Mr. Navratil’s underlying problem is clearly one of addiction—he
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steals high-ticket items to buy drugs, and has racked up a handful of convictions for theft- and
drug-related offenses. (PSI, pp.3–10, 13, 16, 20, 70; Tr., p.15, Ls.12–22.) But he doesn’t want
to live like this forever, and with the right treatment program he will be able to learn the tools he
needs to fight his addiction. (PSI, pp.75–76.) The district court therefore should have retained
jurisdiction so that Mr. Navratil could participate in additional treatment and earn another chance
at probation.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Navratil respectfully requests that this Court order the district court to retain
jurisdiction.
DATED this 9th day of January, 2018.

___________/s/______________
MAYA P. WALDRON
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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